SUPREME COURT OF KENTUCKY

Bonnie Jean Nordike, Now Holcomb v. Michael D. Nordike

231 S.W.3d 733 (Ky. 2007) - No. No. 2005-SC-000809-DG - Decided August 23, 2007

SUMMARY

The Supreme Court of Kentucky affirmed the denial of a motion seeking to establish Kentucky

jurisdiction over a Kansas child-support decree. The court held that the motion presented no justiciable

controversy because the Kansas support decree had not been registered in Kentucky and no motion to

enforce or modify support had been filed; the jurisdictional issue was therefore unripe and would have

required an advisory opinion.
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED

1. Whether the Warren Circuit Family Court could declare or establish in advance that it would have

jurisdiction over a future request to modify the Kansas child-support decree.

2. Whether Holcomb's motion presented a ripe, justiciable controversy when no child-support decree had

been registered in Kentucky and no motion to enforce or modify the decree had been filed.

3. Whether the trial court properly denied the motion despite addressing personal jurisdiction before a
concrete support-modification claim was presented.

HOLDINGS

1. A Kentucky court may not prospectively determine whether it will have authority to modify a foreign
child-support decree when the decree has not been registered in Kentucky and no motion to enforce or
modify it has been filed. UIFSA requires the petitioner to seek an actual action concerning registration,
enforcement, or modification; it does not authorize a standalone request for an advance jurisdictional

declaration.

2. The motion was not justiciable because it made no substantive request for relief and concerned only a
possible future child-support modification. An unripe claim or motion does not present a controversy

over which the circuit court may exercise authority.

3. The Warren Circuit Family Court properly denied Holcomb's motion, and the Kentucky Court of
Appeals properly affirmed, although the lower courts' personal-jurisdiction analysis was premature and

not necessarily correct.

4. Kentucky law recognizes distinct concepts of personal jurisdiction, subject-matter jurisdiction, and
jurisdiction over a particular case; the latter may depend on compliance with statutory prerequisites and
justiciability requirements.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The Court will not render advisory opinions or consider matters which may or may not occur in the future.”
(739)

“In this case, the motion in question was not justiciable because it made no substantive request for relief.”
(740)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

Bonnie Jean Holcomb and Michael D. Nordike were divorced in Kansas, where the decree addressed custody
and initially required neither party to pay child support. After the parties and child moved among states, the
Kansas court entered a child-support order and later purported to transfer jurisdiction to Kentucky. Kentucky
accepted jurisdiction over custody and visitation, but no party registered the Kansas child-support decree in

Kentucky or filed a motion to enforce or modify it.
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The parties' Kansas divorce decree established custody and initially imposed no child-support obligation. Kansas
later entered a child-support order and subsequently purported to transfer jurisdiction to Kentucky. The Warren
Circuit Family Court accepted jurisdiction over custody and visitation but not support, and denied Holcomb's
motion to amend the agreed order to include child support. The Court of Appeals affirmed, and the Supreme

Court of Kentucky granted discretionary review and affirmed for different reasons.
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